Distance was cited by respondents as their most important consideration when selecting a destination to which to drive for a seven-day pleasure vacation. Their cognitive distance estimates to 14 potential destinations were substantially different from the actual distances to those destinations. As actual distance increased, respondents' estimates of cognitive distance increased, but less than proportionately. Hypotheses postulating the direction of cognitive distance distortion were derived from the hierarchical theory, but they were not supported. In contrast, the results supported hypotheses derived from the nonhierarchical theory, postulating that active travelers, males, and longer-tenured residents in a community would exhibit less cognitive distance distortion.
The term cognitive distance refers to people's beliefs about distances between places in large-scale spaces that are far apart and not visible from each other (Montello 1991; Ittelson 1973 ; Canter and Tagg 1975; Cadwallader 1976) . A substantial body of empirical findings has indicated that cognitive distance estimates differ significantly from actual distance measures (Ekman and Mayo, Jarvis, and Xander 1988) . As Cook and McCleary (1983) have pointed out, the cognitive distance phenomenon suggests that when tourists evaluate the impact of distance on their travel decisions, destinations will be placed in a relatively better or worse situation regarding distance than actually exists. Indeed, Cadwallader (1981) reported that the degree of fit of the gravity model was improved if cognitive distance was used instead of real distance (Walmsley and Jenkins 1992) .
There is a very practical implication of cognitive distance research. If cognitive distance estimates are substantially greater than actual distance, then the perceived extra distance may be a factor in people deciding not to select a particular destination. &dquo;It also suggests that some venues might be substituted for others as foci for travel on the basis of mistaken impressions of distance&dquo; (Walmsley and Jenkins 1992, p. 29 (Cook and McCleary 1983) .
In the early days of modeling tourism demand through the use of gravity models, the &dquo;friction of distance&dquo; was a central component (Walmsley and Jenkins 1992) . In those models, the magnitude of travel projected from an origin to a destination location was conceived to be proportionately related to the size of the two places and inversely proportional to some function of the distance between them. In more recent years, those simple models have been replaced by more complex econometric models that typically contain more variables, but distance has remained a central component of them. The usefulness of distance traveled as a segmentation variable was demonstrated by Etzel and Woodside (1982) . Their study compared near-home travelers, who were defined as those who went to destinations in-state or in adjacent states, and distant travelers who went to other locations. They reported that the two segments differed widely in demographic characteristics, media behavior, and perceptions of vacation experience. Cadwallader (1976) (Moar and Bower 1983) .
One of the implications of the nonhierarchical conceptualization is that those whose minds are most actively involved on a trip are likely to exhibit the least distortion in cognitive distance estimates. This results from them having a more accurate mental image of spatial relationships and giving more attention to the environment through which they pass. This outcome was empirically verified by Brown and Broadway (1981) , who reported that respondents who drove frequently were more accurate in their cognitive distance judgments than were infrequent drivers. Similarly, Appleyard, Lynch, and Myers (1964) and Downs and Stea (1973) Golledge and Spector (1978) , Golledge and Rayner (1982) , and Foley and Cohen (1984) .
OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESES
The study had two objectives: (1) Responses to the open-ended question were coded ex post facto into 10 categories. The three categories receiving most responses were cost of the vacation, attractions available at the destination, and distance to the destination. A weighting procedure that assigned three points to the element a respondent identified as the most important, two points to the second, and one point to the third most important element was used to rank order the categories (Table 1) . Results of this procedure indicated that distance was respondents' most (1985) . Table 2 shows the actual distance from College Station to each of the 14 destination cities, the mean cognitive distance estimates for each of the destinations, and the sample variance associated with each cognitive distance estimate.
The data also confirmed the validity of the second premise. The differences between actual and cognitive distance means in Table 2 are relatively small, but the variances are large. This suggested that errors of both overestimation and underestimation were substantial, but that they were counteractional. This interpretation was confirmed in later analyses that showed the mean error of active and passive respondents' cognitive distance estimates for each city ranged from 22.8 % to 46.6 % ( (Montello 1991 ). In contrast, the focus of this study was on cognitive distance, which refers to people's beliefs about distances between places a relatively long distance apart and not visible from each other. Such long distances normally require movement through an environment and some kind of integration of information over time for their direct apprehension (Montello 1991) . Consequently, the mental processes used to estimate the two types of distances may be different.
In the small-scale laboratory studies, subjects were typically exposed to stimuli information that they encoded and were then required to perform distance estimation either from memory or while still observing the stimuli. However, Ankomah and Crompton (1992) propose that &dquo;cognitive distance is likely to be underestimated if the tourism destination is perceived as being very attractive and overestimated if the destination is perceived as being less attractive&dquo; (p. 335). Fourth, the cognitive distance between an origin and a destination may be influenced by whether the topography is flat or undulating. Ankomah and Crompton (1992) suggest that &dquo;subjects are more likely to underestimate the distance from a given reference point to tourism destinations located on flat topography and to overestimate the distance to equivalent destinations located in areas of relatively steep topography&dquo; (p. 335).
A fifth suggestion is that hierarchical superordinate clusters should be defined by respondents rather than by researchers. Finally, future research could usefully focus on incoming rather than outgoing pleasure travelers, who were the subject of this study. This would aid marketers by assessing how their destinations are perceived in terms of distance by respondents from an array of different markets.
